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M.A 216 & 217/08
In
O.A No. 96/05

Dt. 10.07.2008

Hon’ble Mr. N.D. Dayal, A.M
Hon'ble Mr, Ashok 8. Karamadi, J. M.

Heard Sri M.W. Siddiqui, learned counsel for the applicant
on M.A No. 216/08 and 217/ 08.

Learned counsel for the applicant states that the O.A had
been withdrawn under the impression given by the respondents
that he would be considered for regularization against the vacancy,
if the O.A was wi drt%u;h ut subsequently, it is alleged, that the
matter was A ultimately he was informed that the
applicant was over aged. It is further submitted that the applicant
was call for interview also but there was no result by way of giving
him “any appointment. Learned counsel further submits that even
tHOUgH H[HO HUbersy way graneced wliile withdraw ¢ O.A, the
same may be restored ﬂgsa;stz the respondents ﬁﬁt carry out

their assurance.

It is submitted by the learned counsel that in the O.A, the
relief is for regularization of daily wage services. Since %e law is
now well settled that there is no riggt or permanmcg or
continuance and regularization is not a method of appointment
because it is contrary to the statutory provisions except as
envisaged in law. Thgefore, if the O.A is restored, the
applicant is not likely to grantyeny relief.

In the above back ground, learned counsel seeks liberty for
the applicant to approach the respondents for re-engagement as
daily wager. z'{ﬁa applicant may make a request within a period
of one month, which upon receipt by the r&upnndmg be considered

tn (KL wopwal  consse
by-them informing the applicant of the decision taken.

The M.As for restoration are, therefore, dismissed.
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